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much. And now there is a debate under-
way as to whether the President’s re-
quest for $5.9 billion ought to be sup-
plemented to take care of many items
that have been overlooked in the past—
issues of military pay, issues of muni-
tions, the overall readiness of the
United States.

When the distinguished Prime Min-
ister Tony Blair was in the United
States last week, I had occasion to talk
to him personally and get his views as
to what ought to be done in our mili-
tary action, the NATO military action,
against the Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia. Prime Minister Blair talks
about ground forces. I asked the obvi-
ous questions as to how many the
United Kingdom is prepared to commit,
how many the U.S. will be called upon
to undertake, and what we have done
by way of degrading the Yugoslav
forces by air attacks. To his credit,
Prime Minister Blair responded that
those were all unanswered questions.

Well, before I am prepared to vote for
the use of force, I think there ought to
be some very concrete answers to those
questions. The President of the United
States was quoted as saying that he
was prepared to reevaluate the ques-
tion of the use of ground troops be-
cause that request had been made by
the Secretary General of NATO. Frank-
ly, I am just a little bit surprised that
the Commander in Chief of the U.S.
military forces is looking to the lead-
ership of the Secretary General of
NATO when the United States is play-
ing the dominant role and supplying
the overwhelming majority of air
power and materiel in our military ac-
tion against the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia.

It seems to me the leadership ought
to be coming from the President. The
leadership ought to be coming from the
United States. We certainly are footing
the bill, and we certainly are the major
actor. So if, in fact, there is a justifica-
tion for a greater authorization by the
Congress, that word ought to come
from the President, through the leader-
ship of the President, telling us in a
very concrete way the answers to the
important questions that I have enu-
merated.

This Senator understands there are
no absolute answers to the questions,
but we ought to have best estimates,
and we ought to have a very candid as-
sessment from the United States mili-
tary, who, so far, have been less than
unequivocal in their responses as to
whether the airstrikes alone can bring
President Milosevic to his knees. The
answer that is given by the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General
Shelton, is that the military will be de-
graded. But there is a more funda-
mental question which needs to be an-
swered—whether the airstrikes will be
successful, or whether the airstrikes
will sufficiently weaken the Republic
of Yugoslavia so that we at least have
an idea, if there are to be ground
forces, what the results will be.

But I believe very strongly that we
should not pass a resolution analogous

to the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution, au-
thorizing the President to use what-
ever force the President deems nec-
essary. I believe there should be no
blank check for this President, or for
any President. But I am prepared to
listen to a concrete, specific plan that
evaluates the risks, that evaluates the
costs in terms of potential U.S. lives. I
am not prepared to commit ground
forces without having a specific idea as
to what the realistic prognosis will be.

The Senate of the United States
passed a resolution on March 23 au-
thorizing airstrikes, but strictly guard-
ing against ground forces. The air-
strikes constitute a clear-cut act of
war, and the resolution of the Senate
of the United States is not sufficient
under the Constitution. There has to be
a joinder with the House of Representa-
tives. So it is my thought that before
any further action is taken, before
there is any suggestion of a commit-
ment of ground forces, that matter
ought to come before the Congress and
ought to receive prior congressional
authorization before any such force is
used, and that the entire Congress of
the United States ought to review the
military action that is undertaken at
the present time, and that it is in fact
beyond the prerogative of the Presi-
dent under his constitutional authority
as Commander in Chief, but it is real-
istically a matter that is decided by
the Congress.

Make no mistake. There are very
vital interests involved in the action
now being undertaken against the Re-
public of Yugoslavia. NATO’s credi-
bility is squarely on the line. The
credibility of the United States is
squarely on the line. The activities of
the Serbs, the Republic of Yugoslavia,
in what is called ethnic cleansing,
which is a polite name for ‘‘barbaric
massacres,’’ is unparalleled since
World War II. And there are very major
humanitarian interests which are cur-
rently being served.

This body has never come to grips, in
my opinion, with the square deter-
mination as to whether vital U.S. na-
tional security interests are involved,
and that is the traditional test of the
use of force. But we are on the line; our
country is on the line. NATO, a very
important international organization,
has its credibility on the line. And we
must act in a very thoughtful, very
careful way after important informa-
tion is presented to the Congress by
the President, because only the Presi-
dent is in a position to answer the crit-
ical questions. Then the deliberation of
the Congress ought to take shape, and
we ought to make a determination in
accordance with the Constitution
whether the Congress will authorize
the executive branch to use force, to
send in ground troops, or what the pa-
rameters of that declaration would be.

Mr. President, how much time re-
mains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania has 2 minutes
20 seconds remaining.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I might speak
for an additional 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
f

THE PALESTINIAN AUTHORITY

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I urge
the Palestinian Authority not to take
unilateral action on May 4 to declare a
Palestinian state. That date, May 4,
1999, marks a period where significant
speculation has been undertaken as to
whether the Palestinian Authority
would make such a unilateral declara-
tion of statehood because of their dis-
satisfaction with the progress of the
negotiations under the Oslo accords. I
urge the Palestinian Authority not to
take any such action on the grounds
that is a matter for negotiation under
the Oslo accords, and that it is some-
thing that ought to be decided between
the parties to those accords—the State
of Israel and the Palestinian Author-
ity.

I had occasion to discuss this matter
personally with Chairman Yasser
Arafat when he was in the United
States a little over a month ago when
I was scheduled to visit him in his
hotel in Virginia, but I had the oppor-
tunity to confer with Chairman Arafat
in my hideaway.

For those who don’t know what a
hideaway is, it is a small room in the
Capitol downstairs 2 minutes away
from the Senate floor; small, but ac-
commodating.

On that occasion, Chairman Arafat
and I discussed a variety of topics, in-
cluding the question of whether the
Palestinian Authority would undertake
a unilateral declaration of statehood.

I might say to the Chair in passing
just a small personal note that when I
accompanied President Clinton to
Bethlehem in December of last year, I
was struck by a large poster which had
the overtones of a political poster. It
had a picture of the President on one
side with his thumb up, and it had a
picture of Chairman Arafat on the
other side. It was a political poster.
The picture had not been taken with
President Clinton and Chairman Arafat
together, but it had that symbolism for
the occasion of the President’s visit to
Bethlehem.

I took one as a souvenir. As we Sen-
ators sometimes do, I had it framed
and it is hanging in my hideaway so
that when Chairman Arafat came into
the hideaway and saw the picture of
himself and President Clinton, he was
very pleased to see it on display and in-
sisted on having a picture of himself
taken in front of the picture of himself,
which is not an unusual occurrence,
whether you are a Palestinian with the
Palestinian Authority, or from even
the State of Kansas, or the State of
Pennsylvania.

In the course of our discussions, I
urged Chairman Arafat not to make
the unilateral declaration of statehood.
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He said to me that it was not up to
himself alone, but it was up to the
council.

Then he made a comment that he
questioned whether the Palestinian
Authority had received sufficient cred-
it for the change of its Charter elimi-
nating the provisions in the PLO Char-
ter calling for the destruction of Israel.

In 1995, Senator SHELBY and I pro-
posed legislation, which was enacted,
that conditioned U.S. payments to the
Palestinian Authority on changing the
Charter and on making the maximum
effort against terrorists, so that when
Chairman Arafat raised the question
about whether there had been suffi-
cient recognition given to the Pales-
tinian Authority for changing the
Charter, I told him that I thought he
was probably right and that there had
not been sufficient recognition given to
the Palestinian Authority for that
change.

He then asked me if there would be
recognition given to the Palestinian
Authority if it resisted a unilateral
declaration of statehood.

I said to Chairman Arafat that I per-
sonally would go to the Senate floor on
May 5 if a unilateral declaration of
statehood was not made on May 4.

Being a good negotiator, which we
know Chairman Arafat is, he asked if I
would put that in writing. I said that I
would. On March 31 of this year, I
wrote to the chairman as follows:

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much
for coming to my Senate hideaway and for
our very productive discussion on March
23rd.

Following up on that discussion, I urge
that the Palestinian Authority not make a
unilateral declaration of statehood on May
4th or on any subsequent date. The issue of
the Palestinian state is a matter for negotia-
tion under the terms of the Oslo Accords.

I understand your position that this issue
will not be decided by you alone but will be
submitted to the Palestinian Authority
Council.

When I was asked at our meeting whether
you and the Palestinian Authority would re-
ceive credit for refraining from the unilat-
eral declaration of statehood, I replied that I
would go to the Senate floor on May 5th or
as soon thereafter as possible and com-
pliment your action in not unilaterally de-
claring a Palestinian state.

I look forward to continuing discussions
with you on the important issues in the Mid-
East peace process.

Sincerely,
ARLEN SPECTER.

Mr. President, I decided to make this
public comment to emphasize my view,
and I believe the view shared by many,
if not most, in the Congress of the
United States that, in fact, the Pales-
tinian Authority should not unilater-
ally declare statehood, but should
leave it to negotiations under the Oslo
accords.

I thank the Chair.
I yield the floor.
Mr. THOMAS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-

tinguished Senator from Wyoming is
recognized.

Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

Mr. President, I would like to talk
for about 10 minutes as if in morning
business, if I may.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator is recognized.
Mr. THOMAS. I thank the Chair.

f

SOCIAL SECURITY

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, clearly
the discussions on Kosovo are domi-
nating the day and should. But I hope
that we don’t forget that we do have an
agenda that we need to go forward with
as well. So I want to talk a few min-
utes today about Social Security.

Specifically, I would like to talk a
little bit about our efforts to protect
and strengthen the Social Security sys-
tem. We have talked about it for a very
long time.

It is not a surprise that without some
changes, the Social Security program
will not be able to accomplish what it
is designed to accomplish. Nearly ev-
eryone recognizes that we have to do
something different than we have been
doing. I will, in fact, say that there is
not a consensus as to what that ‘‘some-
thing different’’ ought to be.

But the goal surely can be shared by
most everyone. The goal is to be able
to know that we can continue to pro-
vide benefits for the beneficiaries and
those that are close to being bene-
ficiaries, and at the same time be able
to provide benefits in the long run for
young people who are now just begin-
ning to have deducted from their sal-
ary Social Security payments. I sus-
pect all of us want to do that.

I have a mother who I am concerned
about who has Social Security. I have
5-year-old twin grandchildren and I am
anxious about their security. That is
the kind of issue we have.

I notice today’s newspaper expresses
relief that we will go forward with So-
cial Security. There was some discus-
sion last week that it would not move.

I will talk a little bit about the
lockbox legislation. We are seeking to
push through a Social Security
lockbox. What does that mean? It
means we take that amount of money
which comes in as Social Security now
and set it aside so that it will be used
for Social Security.

Over the years, we have had what is
called a unified budget, and all the
money that comes in—whether from
Social Security, income tax, highway
funds, or whatever—goes into the uni-
fied budget.

This year, for the first time in 25
years, we have had a balanced budget,
but it is a unified budget. If you took
Social Security out of that balanced
budget, it would not be balanced. In-
deed, it would be somewhat in deficit.

We need to understand what that is.
Now that we are close to having a uni-
fied budget in balance and close to hav-
ing it without Social Security, now we
have an opportunity to do the things
with Social Security dollars that I be-
lieve we need to do.

The lockbox is designed to guarantee
that all Social Security surplus funds
will be reserved for Social Security
alone. This, of course, has not been the
case. It is difficult to do, frankly. We
have never had a place to put it. When
we have a life insurance program or an
annuity program, there has to be some-
where to put those funds so they draw
interest. Of course, under the law, the
only place they can be invested is in
government securities.

They are set aside here, but they are
spent. Of course the President is sug-
gesting he would raid the Social Secu-
rity to the tune of about $158 billion,
after having talked for 2 years about
saving Social Security.

I am concerned that the current de-
bate is going to become very difficult:
How do we pay for Kosovo? How do we
pay for increasing the support of the
military? How do we pay for the emer-
gency funds that are in the process of
being provided for Central America?

We have budget spending limits
which I think are key to keeping a
smaller Government, to keeping a re-
sponsible Government. When we go
outside of those spending limits with
emergency spending, it goes from So-
cial Security. Last year, for example,
the President insisted, with the threat
of closing down Government, that we
had to spend $20 billion in emergency
funding. I suppose no one would argue
if emergency funds are a genuine emer-
gency, such as weather disasters or
taking care of our troops in Kosovo, we
are going to do that, by all means.
When we start talking about how we
build up the Armed Forces, I think we
ought to take a look at whether that
comes as an emergency or, in fact,
comes out of our budget.

We are trying to move to some kind
of financially sound lockbox. In 2014,
Social Security begins to run in a def-
icit. Social Security started about 60
years ago, I think—in the 1930s. People
paid 1 percent of $3,000—$30—into So-
cial Security. There were 31 people
working for every beneficiary. Of
course, now that has changed. Now we
all pay 12.5 percent of our earnings up
to $70,000 or more, moving up. There
are, I think, fewer than three people
working for each one drawing benefits.
In the near future, it will be fewer than
two. That is the sort of dilemma with
which we are faced.

I suppose there are many consider-
ations to look at, but there are three
that are obvious.

One, you could reduce benefits. Not
many are prepared to do that; even
though Social Security, of course, is
not a retirement program, it is a sup-
plementary program. For a high per-
centage of people, that is, indeed, their
largest income requirement.

Two, you could increase taxes. I
don’t think there is a great deal of ex-
citement about that. I do not think it
is a great idea. Social Security taxes
are the largest tax that most Ameri-
cans pay.

Three, increase the rate of return on
the money that is in the trust fund.
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